
Before the Board of Zoning Adjustment, Dm C, 

PUBLIC HEARING -- January 12, 1966 

Appeal No, 88527 Mensh Corporation, Appellant, 

The Zoning Administrator D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, Appellee. 

On motion duly made, seconded and unanimously carr ied ,  the  
following Order was entered a t  the  meeting of the  Board on January 18, 1966. 

DATE OF ORDER -- February 25, 1966 

ORDERED : 

That t h e  appeal t o  extend nonconforming e x i s t i n g  de l i ca tessen  use 
i n t o  adjacent  a rea  a s  shown on f l o o r  plan, Exhibit  No. 6, and t o  permit 
continuation of beauty shop (formerly operated a s  a home occupation) a s  
a nonconforming use a t  1629 Columbia Road, NW., be granted (unanimously) 
a s  t o  the  extension of the  nonconforming e x i s t i n g  de l i ca tessen  use but 
denied (one member of the  Board dissenting) a s  t o  the  continuation of 
the  beauty shop a s  a nonconforming use. 

As a r e s u l t  of an inspect ion of the  property by t h e  Board and from 
the  records and evidence adduced a t  the  hearing, the  Board f inds the  
following fac ts :  

(1) This appl ica t ion is f i l e d  i n  accordance with permission extended 
by t h i s  Board i n  BZBAppeal #8470, and the  record i n  t h a t  appeal i s  incor- 
porated i n  t h i s  proceeding insofa r  a s  it i s  applicable,  

(2) As  shown on the  f l o o r  plan, Exhibit  No. 6, ng s t r u c t u r a l  a l t e r a t i o n s  
a r e  t o  be made and no o the r  s t r u c t u r e  is involved i n  the  extension of the  
nonconforming de l i ca tessen  use. 

(3) The de l i ca tessen  use and i t s  proposed extension c o n s t i t u t e  a neigh- 
borhood f a c i l i t y .  

(4) The nonconforming de l i ca tessen  use w i l l  be located e n t i r e l y  within 
t h e  building a t  the  basement l eve l  and w i l l  provide se rv ice  f o r  the  occupants 
of t h e  building. 

( 5 )  An inspect ion of t h e  neighborhood shows t h e  character  of Columbia 
Road highly urban, with s u b s t a n t i a l  t r a f f i c  and commrcial a c t i v i t i e s  thereon. 
To the  e a s t  the re  is  t h e  park and 16th S t r e e t  which w i l l  be unaffected by the  
operation. To the  north the re  i s  A r g ~ n n e  Place and Harvard S t ree t .  Because 
of the  d i f fe rence  i n  e levat ion and the  locat ion of the  commercial adjuncts  
wi th in  the  building well  remwed from the  l o t  l i n e ,  the  proposed operat ion 
w i l l  not be seen by neighboring property owners. 

(6) A s  shown by the  f l o o r  plans i n  Exhibit  No, 6, the re  w i l l  be no 
signs. 

(7) There w i l l  be no noise, t r a f f i c ,  v ib ra t ion  o r  o ther  object ionable 
ex te rna l  f ea tu res  which can be reasonably anticipated.  

(8) No pro tec t ive  screen o r  s imi la r  device is  required t o  p ro tec t  
neighboring property owners. 
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(9) The amount of parking and loading f a c i l i t i e s  complies wi th  t h e  
Regulations although t h e  bu i ld ing  w a s  o r i g i n a l l y  e rec t ed  p r i o r  t o  t h e  
Zoning Regulations r equ i r ing  o f f - s t r e e t  parking, As p a r t  of t h e  
modernizing operat ion,  a parking garage was e rec t ed  t o  se rve  t h e  bui lding,  

(10) The beauty shpp w a s  formerly operated a s  a home occupation, 

(11) The beauty shop s h ~ w n  on Exhib i t  No, 6 is  t o  be loca ted  wholly 
wi th in  t h e  bui lding,  however, t h e  c l i e n t e l  would not  be l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  
r e s iden t s  of t h e  bui ld ing  o r  immediate neighborhood, 

(12) Opposition was f i l e d  and heard a t  t h e  pub l i c  hear ing  as t o  t h e  
extension of t h e  d e l i c a t e s s e n  use  and t h e  cont inuat ion  of t h e  beauty shop 
use, 

The Board is  of t h e  opinion t h a t  t h e  d e l i c a t e s s e n  is a nonconforming 
use and f u r t h e r  t h a t  t o  permit t h e  expansion of t h i s  use  w i l l  p o t  adverse ly  
e f f e c t  t h e  neighborhood o r  impair t h e  i n t e n t ,  purpose and i n t e g r i t y  of t h e  
zoning plan, , t 

I 

The ma jo r i ty  of t h e  Board i s  a l s ~  o f  t h e  opinion t h a t  t h e  beauty shop 
was operated as a home occupat ion and as such can not  be expanded i n  t h e  
same w n n e r  as a nonconforming use, Therefore, regard less  of t h e  merits 
of t h e  p a s t  o r  f u t u r e  ope ra t ion  of t h e  bus iness  t h e  Board does not  have 
j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  


